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DETAILED ACTION 
Remark 

• This Office Action is in response to applicant's amendment filed on April 3, 2006, which has 
been entered into the file. 

• By this amendment, the applicant has amended claims 1-2, 4-5, 7-18, and 20-22. 

• Claims 1-22 remain pending in this application. 

• The amendment to the claims submitted on April 3, 2006 should have been submitted as a 
separate paper as required by 37 CFR 1.4(c). The paper has been entered. However, all future 
correspondence must comply with 37 CFR 1.4. 

Specification 

1 . A examination of this application reveals that it includes terminology which is so different from 
that which is generally accepted in the art to which this invention pertains that a proper search of the prior 
art cannot be made. For example: the amended term "stereoscopic pinning" and the amended term 
"stereoscopic anti-pinning". 

Applicant is required to provide a clarification of these matters or correlation with art-accepted 
terminology so that a proper comparison with the prior art can be made. Applicant should be careful not 
to introduce any new matter into the disclosure (i.e., matter which is not supported by the disclosure as 
originally filed). 

At this juncture the examiner cannot find any independent reference using these terms. Although 
the applicant has amended the specification to give certain definition concerning the terms, however since 
the word "pinning" and "anti-pinning". could have various conventional meanings, the usage of these 
terms in the specification and the claims FAIL to give reasonable means and FAIL to provide definite 
scopes for the claims. The applicant is respectfully reminded that the accepted meaning for "pinning 
effect" is "some processing step involved semiconductor system", which is completely remote from the 
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filed of stereoscopic viewing. The term "pinning" in dictionary means "fastening down", which is also 
unrelated to the field of stereoscopic vision. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most neariy connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most 
nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

The specification and claims fail to teach how could the so-called "stereoscopic anti-pinning 
element" such as radiation of blue wavelength placed at the border (claims 1-16), is capable of preventing 
the observer from "stereoscopic anti-pinning" at the stereoscopic image display. Since the specification 
and the claims fail to clear define what is considered to be " stereoscopic-pinning", "stereoscopic anti- 
pinning" and what exactly does an "anti-pinning element" do to "prevent the observer from the depth 
pining" the claims are considered to be not enabling. 

The specification and the claims also fail to teach how could an object "appears ... to approach a 
border" or "approaches to a border", (as recited in claims 5, 7, 8, 15, 16, 21 and 22). It is not clear if the 
object is a moving object or what otherwise how can the object "approaches" the border? Approaching 
from where? 

The specification and the claims also fail to teach how could "an object" being stereoscopically . 
generated on a stereoscopic image display? A two-dimensional object will not give stereoscopic view so 
this object has to be three-dimensional, A three-dimensional object cannot be generated 
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stereoscopically. Rather, stereo image pair of an three-dimensional object can be displayed on an image 
display and with the help of optics that stereoscopic vision, (which is a vision occurs in human brain), 
can be perceived by the observer. 

The specification fails to teach how could a stereoscopic image display is capable for 
"stereoscopically generating an object". A display device cannot generate an object and cannot generate 
an object stereoscopically since stereoscopic effect is a result of illusion created by certain optical 
arrangement. 

The specification and the claims fail to teach how could the blue wavelength comprise 
wavelength including "depth ambiguity and fails to teach what is considered to be "depth ambiguity" 
and how could a wavelength achieve that. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 14 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent form for failing 
to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), or 
amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent 
form. The radiation including blue wavelength has already been claimed in its based claim 11. 

5. Claims 1-22 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

(1). The amended phrases "stereoscopic pinning" and "stereoscopic anti-pinning" recited in 
claims 1,11 and 17 are confusing and indefinite since it is not clear what exactly do these phrases mean, 
which therefore makes the scopes of the claims unclear. Although the applicant has amended the 
specification to give these phrases some meanings, however since these terms are not art- 
recognizable and the terms ^^pinning" or ^'anti-pinning^' could have various conventional means 
such as hold down, fatten down or certain semiconductor process, (please see above), simply using 
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these phrases fail to provide definite metes and bounds to the claims. The applicant is required to 
amend the claims to state the rudimentary means concerning these phrases to the claims. 

The claims at these juncture do not even define how does this '^stereoscopic pinning" occur. 
What does it means by '^preventing said viewer from stereoscopic pinning at border of said 
stereoscopic image display"? 

(2) . The phrase "generates said object from elements projected on ... screen" recited in claim 6 is 
confusing and indefinite since it is not clear what are these "elements". 

(3) . The phrase "is activated only when objects approach the border" recited in claims 7, 15 and 
21 and the phrase "vary intensity as objects approach the border" recited in claims 8, 16 and 22 that are 

• confusing and indefinite since it is not clear how exactly do the objects approach the border? Are they 
moving? What makes than move? The scopes of the claims are really unclear. 

(4) . The phrase "objects" recited in claims 7-8, 15-16 and 21-22 is confusing and indefinite since 
it lacks proper antecedent basis from their respective based clairiis. Singular "object" is claimed in their 
respective based claims. 

(5) The phrase "depth ambiguity" recited in claim 10 is confusing and indefinite since it is not 
clear what does it really mean and this makes the scopes of the claim unclear. 

(6) . Regarding claims 12 and 18, the phrase "for example" (or e.g.) renders the claim indefinite 
because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. See 
MPEP§ 2173.05(d). 

(7) . The phrase '''any display device capable of including a stereoscopic illusion" recited in 
claims 12 and 18 is considered to be omnibus which fails to provide the definite scopes of the claims.- 

(8) . The phrase "varying in intensity" recited in claim 22 is confiising and indefinite since it is 
not clear the intensity is referred to what? 

Appropriate correction is required. 



* 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 

for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
i sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. lG2(b) as being anticipated by patents issued to 
Henkes (PN. 3,701,581) or Rickert (PN. 4,651,219) or O'Neill (PN. 5,691,843). 

The phrases "stereoscopic pinning" and "stereoscopic anti-pinning element" are not well defined 
in the specification and the claims they are therefore examined in the broadest interpretations ''means for 
suppression stereoscopic cues at the surrounding areas of the stereoscopic image pairs to enhance the 

» 

stereoscopic viewing of the image pairs^\ 

Henkes, Rickert and O'Neill each teaches an image display means for displaying stereoscopic 
image information of an object to allow stereoscopic vision, (81, for Henkes in Figure 5, 10, for Rickert 
Figures 1-2, and 21 1, for O'Neill Figures 3 A and 4-8), and an anti-pining element such as a stereoscopic 
' frames (83, Figure 5-7 for Henkes), a bezel or curved regions (6, Figures 1-2 for Rickert) or shadowgraph 
frame (such as shown in Figures 3 A and 4-8, for O'Neill) wherein each of the stereoscopic frame, curved 
regions or the shadowgraph frame is formed at the periphery of the image display such that these 
elements suppress the stereoscopic cures of the image at the border regions (please see column 2, lines 
55-64) and causes defocusing of the edge of the stereo image pairs displayed, (please see column 1 of 
Henkes) so that the stereoscopic vision of the object image can be enhanced. 

With regard to claim 18, Henkes, Rickert and O'Neill teaches that the stereoscopic image 
information of the object can be displayed on the image display means by any standard and conventional 
stereoscopic image illusion methods. 
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Each of these references has therefore anticipated the claims. 

8. Claims 17, 19 and 21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by the article by 
Mulder et al (I£££ Virtual Reality 2000 conference proceeding). 

Mulder et al teaches a method for enhancing stereoscopic image viewing wherein the method 
comprises the step of generating left eye perspective and right eye perspective object image intended for 
stereoscopic viewing, positioning a cadre, serves as the stereoscopic anti-pinning element such that a 
viewer perceive the stereoscopic anti-pinning element or the cadre at the border of the field of view 
thereby preventing viewer to perceive contradiction between the negative parallax cue and the occlusion 
cue to enhance the stereoscopic image viewing, (please see paragraph 3). 

With regard to claims 19 and 21, the image of the object certain is "projected on the display 
device". Since the contradiction of the negative parallax and the occlusion cue only occurs at the border 
of the display device, this means as for claim 21, this correction only needed for object image displayed at 
the border of the display device. 

This reference has therefore anticipated claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

> 

10. Claims 1-16 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
patent issued, to Henkes (PN. 3,701,581) or Rickert (PN. 4,651,219) or O'Neill (PN. 5,691,843). 

The phrases "stereoscopic pinning" and "stereoscopic anti-pinning element" are not well defined 
in the specification and the claims they are therefore examined in the broadest interpretations "means for 
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suppression stereoscopic cues at the surrounding areas of the stereoscopic image pairs to enhance the 
stereoscopic viewing of the image pairs'\ The scopes of the claims are not well defined for the reasons 
stated above they therefore cannot be examined with details. 

Henkes, Rickert and O'Neill each teaches an image display means for displaying stereoscopic 
image information of an object to allow stiereoscopic vision, (81, for Henkes in Figure 5, 10, for Rickert 
Figures 1-2, and 211, for O'Neill Figures 3 A and 4-8), and an anti-pining element such as a stereoscopic 
frames (83, Figure 5-7 for Henkes), a bezel or curved regions (6, Figures 1-2 for Rickert) or shadowgraph 
frame (such as shown in Figures 3A and 4-8, for O'Neill) wherein each of the stereoscopic frame, curved 
regions or the shadowgraph frame is formed at the periphery of the image display such that these 
elements suppress the stereoscopic cures of the image at the border regions (please see column 2, lines 
55-61) and causes defocusing of the edge of the stereo image pairs displayed, (please see column 1 of 
Henkes) so that the stereoscopic vision of the object image can be enhanced. 

Each of these references has met all the limitations of the claims with the exception that they do 
not teach explicitly that the anti-pinning element is provided by emitting blue light radiation. However 
Henkes teaches explicitly that the stereoscopic frame is provided to defocus the edge of the image at the 
border and to delocalize the image information wdth respect to the surrounding in order to enhance the 
stereoscopic vision of the object image, (please see column 1). Henkes teaches that the stereoscopic 
frame may comprise plates (61-66, Figures 6-7) with different degrees of transparence. Rickert teaches 
that the anti-pinning is achieved by providing means to suppress^ hide or camouflage the image display 
plane by suppressing the stereoscopic cues in the areas surrounding the image plane and to terminate the 
outer periphery of the surrounding the areas in the image plane other than the image, (please see column 
2, lines 55-64). O'Neill teaches that the shadowgraph frame is provided as light-blocking frame such that 
it cause the image appears to recede from the frame which therefore enhances the depth perception, 
(please see column 3). These suggest that any means will cause defocusing or blurring the border of the 
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image will serve as the "anti-pinning element" to enhance the stereoscopic vision. And it is obvious to 
one skilled in the art to including certain the means to emit radiation of blue wavelength since it certainly 
will have the shading effect for defocusing the edge, suppressing the stereoscopic cues at the surrounding 
and form light blocking frame to achieve the same effect as an alternative means and easy means, (since 
proving blue light is very simple) to enhance the depth perception. 

With regard to feature concerning screen, the cited references all recite a screen for displaying the 
image. With regard to feature concerning varying intensity, Menkes teaches explicitly that the 
stereoscopic frame has varying transparence or varying intensity. 

With regard to claim 12, Menkes, Rickert and O'Neill teaches that the stereoscopic image 
information of the object can be displayed on the image display means by any standard and conventional 
stereoscopic image illusion methods. 

11. Claims 1-16, 18, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the article by Mulder et al (!£££ Virtual Reality 2000 conference proceeding). 

Mulder et al teaches a method for enhancing stereoscopic image viewing wherein the method 
comprises the step of generating left eye perspective and right eye perspective object image intended for 
stereoscopic viewing, positioning a cadre, serves as the stereoscopic anti-pinning element such that a 
viewer perceive the stereoscopic anti-pinning element or the cadre at the border of the field of view 
thereby preventing viewer to perceive contradiction between the negative parallax cue and the occlusion 
cue to enhance the stereoscopic image viewing, (please see paragraph 3). Ambiguous depth is implicitly 
created by the presence of the cadre. 

This reference has met all the limitations of the claims with the exception that it does not teach 
explicitly that the cadre is provided by using blue light radiation. However this reference does teach 
explicitly that the cadre could be a virtual cadre with color that closely matching the screen surround, 



* 
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(please see second page paragraph 3), it would then have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use 
means such as blue light means to match the color of the cadre with the surrounding screen (i.e. dark 
background) to properly clip the image so that an enhanced stereoscopic image can be viewed, (please see 
pictures shown at the last page of the reference). 

With regard to claims 5 and 20, Mulder et al teaches that the cadre is placed in front of the 
display device so that observer can perceive the cadre at the peripheral or the border of the field of the 
view of the display device however it does not teach explicitly that it is placed at the periphery of the 
display device. But such modification is considered to be obvious to one skilled in the art for the benefit 
of properly fixing the cadre with the display device to ensure the good alignment. Since the contradiction 
of the negative parallax and the occlusion cue only occurs at the border of the display device, this 
correction only needed for object image displayed at the border of the display device. The modulation of 
the intensity is considered obvious to better matching the color. 

With regard to claim 6, the image of the object certain is "projected on the display device" and 
the display device has a screen. 

With regard to claims 12 and 18, the left eye perspective image and right eye p^spective image 
are certainly generated by the standard method as described in claims 12 and 1 8. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant should submit an argument under the heading "Remarks" pointing out disagreements 
with the examiner's contentions. Applicant must also discuss the references applied against the claims, 
explaining how the claims avoid the references or distinguish from them. 
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' Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the. date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Audrey Y. Chang whose telephone number is 571-272-2309. The examiner can normally 
be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30), alternative Mondays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor. Drew 
Dunn can be reached on 571-272-23 12. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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